PARLI Debate

Wilcox, David (*14) : é Z
Round 2A 11:15am Room 401 Judge’s Name: v[{/, A ' s

Gov: 5 Chen - Jones

, A
Opp: 13 Tang - Blais /
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP " | %P
Team Code #: Team Code #: J
-7 ' ;
Prop Speaker #1__ [y@/’éjf pts ?Y Opp Speaker #1 1//-/ /’ % pts 9 {
Prop Speaker #2 4/15/’ pts ? ?— Opp Speaker #2 / AT )/ pts ?{

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatigd rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oy/inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters/Support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to apthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the depaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effectiye were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for 1mprovement to
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PARLI Debate

Wilcox, David (*14) A/ / @ /
Round 2B 11:15am Room 401 / fo)

Gov: 11 Sadana - Wagh Judge’s Name: £ A’ <1

Opp: 24 Corbett - Somerday f //
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: M

E‘R O};P
Team Code #: ? }) Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#l%ﬂd/ pts 9?— Opp Speaker #1 4 9 / k %
Prop Speaker #2 ;; &4 /I/ ptsJ U Qé Opp Speaker #2 6; ” ﬁdé @ % 2.5 ;4

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiof rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oyinappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzg'the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debdters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv¢’ were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgahized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compljinents and/or suggestions for improve JZ
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Condello, Dave (*1)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 425
Gov: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP

Team Code #: 5
¢ Prop Speaker #1 (30 D) K\,A—("[ pts 2‘8

Prop Speaker #2 C\) oDWVWY pts 2/‘(3

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: DA\I\T COQM

Judge’s School Affiliation: AMA\J/

Team Code #: \ l't//
Opp Speaker #1 TKA N / pts 2/%
Opp Speaker #2 \)ﬁ Y ggé E pts 7/8

g 30 Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;
& 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vgfy Good

< (7‘54 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
‘4 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criter
°

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tjfe debaters support arguments with

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

evidence—which may include facts and refeyénces to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant

and easily understandable

each debater: « &55\ Opd

Argumentation: How directly and effectiv€ly the debaters respond to the arguments made

d effective were the questions and the answers

Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Delivery: How well the debaters speal in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
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PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Qq\g C.\:DAD\Q\-«.D

Judge’s School Affiliation: Hl\)ﬂt‘y

Team Code #: \ 3

pts ZF.' Opp Speaker #1 S\ N Hﬂ pts 7—8
ptsz Opp Speaker #2 A\. M3 D A pts/z

Condello, Dave (*1)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 425
Gov: 7 Giang - Shen

Opp: 13 Sinha - Almeida
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP
Team Code #: '7

Prop Speaker #1 6 1A t‘ G
Prop Speaker #2 S‘Qé}‘

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination r

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgrity as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgrs respond to the arguments made
by the other side

Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organfzed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the depaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer co ts and/or suggestions for improvement to
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\\Q\ PARLI Debate
Herman, Roy (*13) \?\&\\Q\\

Round 2A 11:15am Room 426 Q Judse’s Name: Q HM\ m aan
Gov: 14 Wu - Ying udge's Name: Y
Opp: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Lot
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: / 4 Team Code #: 3
. r SN
Prop Speaker #1 \/ (N4 pts 13 Opp Speaker #1 M Coan "P‘\' 'l lf// pts A
J
Prop Speaker #2 W A pts (2 Opp Speaker #2 %V\ (”)w-o/v} pts 1

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Gogd

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eli

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to apthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivg were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgghized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Liu, Hongche (*11)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 404 Judge’s Name: [vtwwf(jw Liu
Gov: 24 Woerner - Miner v

Opp: 20 Rahman - Zhou

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Z VVioLS +zrh [\7['%
Team Code #: 2¢ Team Code #: 20
Prop Speaker #1__{Mpoen ev pts_ 29 Opp Speaker #1 Palman pts_ 2§
Prop Speaker #2 Miner pts_ 2S5 Opp Speaker #2 Zhot pts_2 ]

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for €limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved {dr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagérs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th€ debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refepénces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant dnd effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters spgék in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and rgspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Liu, Hongche (*11)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 404 Judge’s Name: [QLIJ/V\_,? (/é[,{ L i

Gov: 7 Gan - Mathew
Opp: 4 Jayasuriya - Schulz

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Iy vi "4 don ("JL‘;?’Q
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: (.C
Prop Speaker #1 M e pts_ 2]  Opp Speaker #1 Sc(vw( z pts_2¥
Prop Speaker #2 Gan pts _2& Opp Speaker #2 TAY& rUr ?’ Y y 6

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatién rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude6r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apdlyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the delaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and reference$ to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and’effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak/An an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please 6ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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N PARLI Debate
Sharma, Kash)m (*7) ‘
oun: :15am R 06 s . § WA
Gov- 27 Manni - Brown ndge's Name: K ASHYAP S HAZMA
Opp: 4 Johnson - Pashman

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: DV H S Samn KC\VV\OM
Team Code #: 2 + Team Code #: L|
Prop Speaker #1 1"\0\\,\\,\ N pts L 8 Opp Speaker #1 ’;)E;\’\V\ Son pts 7 }
Prop Speaker #2 Vro wrn pts ZTIL Opp Speaker #2 ()a < "\MV\

pts_ 2 F

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Go6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eJifnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foyrude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater§ analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg/debaters support arguments with ~
evidence—which may include facts and refergfices to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant gnd effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters spegk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges .

each debater:
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REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate
Sharma, Kashﬁ) (*7)

Round 2B 11:15am Rodh 406
Gov: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Opp: 5 Reyna - Yang

Judge’s Name: K A SH YAY SHA RMA

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: D VvV hS » SG»\ l?@v\,\m,,
PROP .OPP
Team Code #: 24 Team Code #: g
Prop Speaker #1 RaM 5 aXay pts 6 Opp Speaker #1 &ela \alo pts z 8

Prop Speaker #2_0 od.«‘s co pts 27' Opp Speaker #2 \fav\ } / pts 2-8

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vety Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify’for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resery€d for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the débaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and efféctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How rele¥ant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaterg speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous afid respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 423
Gov: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger
Opp: 11 Pandit - Maddhuri

Judge’s Name: /;o'é/k‘)‘f )@i—le

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: jéh Kapyvry A- lg/ /
PROP OPP
Team Code #: aH Team Code #: [ |

Prop Speaker #1 BU\ 0\'6(_ pts é) Opp Speaker #1 % pC“\C\ \F/ pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 C(' e $h QW pts LV? Opp Speaker #2 MQ (&CM’ pts 2{7

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyAor elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryéd for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the
offered during the debate '

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiengl{ the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and p€ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and efféctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side '

e Points of Information: How releyant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaterg speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous

aters analyze the topic and the arguments

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: / / on the wins this debate.
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REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 423 Judse’s Name: oL ane D
Gov: 11 Dara - Randeria & £ a} /5’?

Opp: 24 Campagna - Mortensen

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Afﬁliation:&tﬂm&,&a/éy

PROP OoPP
Team Code #: /] Team Code #: 92 4
v R h 7
Prop Speaker #1 S‘V\(M\(L'S Rande‘}ns ,)’7 Opp Speaker #1 C/C‘ ""QU%(Y/\ pts b
Prop Speaker #2 QO\M\H’\ OGfC“ pts_2 7 Opp Speaker #2 Mo f\'Qﬁ/Se A pts 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Vefy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyfor elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveéd for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Crit
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the débaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and péferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effgCtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevdnt and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters/peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

HAulett, Paul (*27)

Gov: 22 Masters - Fehrin

Round 2A 11:15am Room 408g At Judge’s Name: /‘I‘U{,E—T?’

Opp: 7 Tripathi - Wong  \Jey

Parliamentary Debate/dV Judge’s School Affiliation: b DOR
m—— et e e e pes
Team Code #: 2_ 7 Team Code #: 7
Prop Speaker #1 Ed\ Y 4 pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 Tr;'paﬂ ‘ ptsb
Prop Speaker #2 ma,s\lr( pts LS Opp Speaker #2 U/m j/ / ptsZ"I

Please award each speaker points based on the following scgle:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =/Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient} the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and r¢ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

o Argumentation: How directly and effegtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevagt and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, plea
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 27/ on the l “ "F wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Aulett, Paul (*27)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 408 Judee’s Name: )"VLE’T T
Gov: 22 Katewa - Colenbrander & )

Opp: 7 Zhang - Yang

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: (dwh&m
.. PROP - - OfP )
Team Code #:_ 22 Team Code #:__ 7
Prop Speaker #1 kd-c Lo pts Ze Opp Speaker #1 7 arq / ptsl&
Prop Speaker #2Co ‘e bflnde.r pts 5 Opp Speaker #2Z h ptsly

Please award each speaker points based on the following4cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and effigiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and/effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How rélevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debgfers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteoug and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria,/please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: Z 2, on the ?( of3 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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wWh, *‘mo‘*e)?obuq (l_ﬁwe_l\ 4 H’B PARLI Debate

; *4)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 407
Gov: 13 Banasl- Santos %~
Opp: 24 Barton - Madsen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge’s Name: K,O\Q‘Wk (/U\/u A o -

Judge’s School Affiliation: L-O WJ e UL

PR ST A b o 4T A e sy o 3 E e LR e A e s AR 0 e n A

PROP OPP
Team Code #: | 2 Team Code #: 2_ A’»

Prop Speaker #1 %O\,V\ oS pts &q Opp Speaker #1__Pooai— ‘hjﬁ pts 9‘7
Prop Speaker #2 68&%5 pts 9\%- Opp Speaker #2 VV\Q,}\/SE/-) pts 2“‘7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veyy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fér elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg/for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thé debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant ayd effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speaK in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Whitmore, Rooun (Lowrl &1 4)

*

Round 2B 11:15an’1 Room 407
Gov: 17 Desai - Khare
Opp: 27 Ramirez - Castenada

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: R doin Wwatm o’

Loweil

Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge’s School Affiliation:

OPP

PROP
Team Code #:

\ T 21
Prop Speaker #1 K hGore pts Qb Opp Speaker #1 C&S‘\'U\ ChGA pts 28
pts &q pts iq

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 FD-@SQJ\

Opp Speaker #2 R o |\ \} z.

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve ood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foyelimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

: Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgrs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and refer¢fices to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant

o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers

Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Ao
Kovitz, Bo (*3) N s
Round 2A 11:15am Room 409 , ) S
Gov: 14 Eng - Morgenstein udge's Name:_B0_KOVITe =
Opp: 5 Firsov - Kwak (AN .
Parliamentary Debate/JV Bg wo N Judge’s School Affiliation: _&&w . \é
sy ) e , i S
PROP oPP ' 2
Team Code #: \4 Team Code #: 5 =
Prop Speaker #1 m DZ%{E)'I?YEM_ pts. LD ZS— Opp Speaker #1 KWA'K pts ,L-?
Prop Speaker #2 ETVZJ pts @Z‘f Opp Speaker #2 ?IKSJV pts Z@

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gopd

e s,
i’# J ﬁ'w
177: 3 V75 o

Vithors of & ot

har pith (* Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

~
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elipfination rounds) ﬁ a §
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for pade or inappropriate behavior _« §
. 3 %g
Judging Criteria ST
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters dnalyze the topic and the arguments 3
offered during the debate _3
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with “ §
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs to authority as well as general knowledge E E
* e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made ‘g =
Pe by the other side J 338
Tt e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers _g - g?
AL e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant < E §
Jhowld. and easily understandable % g;
Q3
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L LAY D VioUsnT BEHRVIDR. PARLI Debate " §
Kovitz, Bo (*3) 3
Round 2B 11:15am Room 409 , )
GOC;I\;‘: 750 I-?gl" oom Judge’s Name:_ BO KoviTe _‘g
Opp: 24 Fulop - Bennett .
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: ?E%mt\f(}, HsS. 5
X  Team Code #: -7 2 5 Team Code #: ﬁ“! RS
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Galvan, Ernest (*2)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 405
Gov: 17 Chou - Kim
Opp: 5 Visht - Koshkin
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 C,lwu

Prop Speaker #2 k?m

ws LT

pts 2—?' Opp Speaker #1 V?S Lrt-

PARLI Debate

Wit g gvrne
JudgesSchooIAfﬁhatlon ﬂ:‘/?Ole lelﬂy

OPP 5
Team Code #:

Judge’s Name:

29

Opp Speaker #2 K 05‘"\ k f/’

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

offered during the debate

Very Good

enough to qualify for eliminafion rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

yze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referencesfo authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side

and easily understandable

Prop 1: You are a very sc[? sfea(@r
bt yow may negl 4o dc a

Argumentation: How directly and effectively t

debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in 4n organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Galvan, Ernest (*2) (/\/0 q B P

Round 2B 11:15am Room 405 s /76
Gov: 27 Lavell - Hall Judge’s Name: £ y

Opp: 14 Liu - Fu p [
Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: [/ /¥ f’ ya(tf}’

Team Code #: PR P 2—«7( ) Team Code #: OPP ﬁ
Prop Speaker #1 Q l)élu, pts Z’ (ﬂ Opp Speaker #1 L[ W ts Zé
Prop Speaker #2 L av @l« " pts Zfé Opp Speaker #2 F (Yt / p&%

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for ghmination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for'rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatep$ analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently theflebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referegces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speal(in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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Sutton, Emma (*12)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 424
Gov: 5 Yuan - Stankus

Opp: 14 Shin - Shevelev
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #: S -

PROP v SR :

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: \: e S "‘\HOK
Judge’s School Affiliation: \30\\\ S\.QCH HS

OPP
Team Code #: \ \\( -

Prop Speaker #1 S\‘M\»\LQ pts g‘b Opp Speaker #1 S\’*LV ‘X.'LV ts ‘g'g
S \'\" “\ / pts D—é_

Prop Speaker #2 ({ Won pts DB Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo0d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elifnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foyrude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatep$ analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently theAlebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refereyces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivefy the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant ad effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters spegK in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Sutton, Emma (*12) g
Round 2B 11:15am Room 424 Judge’s Name: E [V S 1N O

Gov: 26 Arroyo - Stephens
Opp: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Judge’s School Affiliation: o\ S ot HD

Parliamentary Debate/JV
Team Code #: Y Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 %‘:5 pts ;)—2 Opp Speaker #1 b\.&v\o}\'\h\ pts ﬁ‘}\
Prop Speaker #2 (X W )0 pts 35!’ Opp Speaker #2 Bké—\\w pts :)-%‘
S y

4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters gfhalyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencés to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and’effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speakAn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respé€ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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